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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to the amendment filed on 6/3/09. Claims 1, 17, 33 & 
57 were amended. Claims 5-6, 10-11, 15-16, 21-22, 26-27, 31-32, 39-40 are canceled. 
Claims 1-4, 7-9, 12-14, 17-20, 23-25, 28-30, 33-38 & 57-61 are pending and represent 
method of modifying a checksuite. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-4, 7-9, 12-14, 17-20, 23-25, 28-30, 33-38 & 57-61 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moulden, Patent No. 2006/0206870 A1 in 
view Caswell, Patent No. 5,964,891 , and further in view of Jorapur, Patent No. 
2003/0204784 A1. 

Moulden teaches the invention substantially as claimed including integrated 
computer testing and task management systems (see abstract). 

4. As to claim 1, Moulden teaches a method, comprising: 

o oks Ai each£heck jr bejng 

runs on ; (figure 9; figure 15-16; figure 29; page 3, paragraph 47; 



Deleted: selecting a checksuite for 
editing, the checksuite including one 
or more individual checks, each 
check being configured to monitor a 
parameter of an operating system or 
a software program that runs on an 
operating system 
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page 4, paragraph 53; page 6, paragraph 72; Moulden discloses that the method of 
selecting existing test project or creating a test project or enable the test routine 
depends on particular machine); and 

editing, :• • • ■:■ .- :•• - ':: re; the checksuite based on 
commands, the editing including at least one of removing an existing individual check 
from the checksuite, modifying the existing individual check, or adding a new individual 
check to the checksuite (figure 37-38; page 5, paragraph 60 & 65; page 9, paragraph 
98; Moulden discloses that the method of modifying attributes of an existing suite or 
modifying test suite or adding the new test cases to an existing group); 

(Deleted:! j 

simultaneously applying the edited checksuite to^he first machine. .which 

i Deleted: j 

.includes the first operating system and a second machine that includes the second 
operating system, wherein the first machine and the second machine are each one of 
the two or more previously selected machines or one or more additional machines 
(page 4, paragraph 51 & 53; page 5, paragraph 58; page 6, paragraph 72; page 9, 
paragraph 98-100; Moulden discloses that the method of simultaneously running the 
modified test suite on selected machines). 

But Moulden failed to teach the claim limitation wherein 
v } v \ selecting 

! Deleted: a } 

server con-spuier, ^ he checksuite based onJM commands v % o Deleted: r, , „ 

the checksuite . > applied to two or more previously selected machines having 

different operating systems bsequent to g ap e > i\ two o 
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However, Caswell teaches diagnostic system for a distributed data access 
networked system (see abstract). Caswell teaches the limitation wherein receiving, by a 

I from a wei? browser (figure 4-5; 
figure 10 & 12; col 7, lines 20 - col 8, lines 68); and receiving by the server computer. 

djtionaj.. on 3§D s " ^jng jhe g ksuite i froQit g b \^ (figure 10 & 12; 
col 9, lines 40 - col 10, lines 57). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Moulden in view of Caswell so that the system would be able to 
generate the test routines based on the diagnostic request. One would be motivated to 
do so to provide effective customer support of these services. 

However, Jorapur teaches system and method for automatic test case 
generation (see abstract). Johnson teaches the limitation wherein selecting 

checksuite based onjhe commands o v , o 0 - , o ->o 
the checksuite . . - =^ applied to two or more previously selected machines having 
different operating systems ^ e nt to being applied I v i two o 
L 5 .!:.: -Ci:.-^ \L± l^L-sl,£:llli;:LL;- 



individual checks, each check being 
configured to monitor a parameter of 
an operating system or a software 
program that runs on an operating 
system, the checksuite applied to two 
or more previously selected machines 

wherein the checksuite includes first 
individual checks that are configured 



operating system and second 
individual checks that are configure 
to monitor parameters of a second 
operating system 
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i o (page , paragraph 

7 & 9-10; page 2, paragraph 11-13 & 22), . 

' Machine preserves the o po c (page 5, paragraph 40-44). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Moulden in view of Johnson so that the system would be able to 
execute different test routines for different operating system. One would be motivated 
to do so to reduce loss of reliability or loss of functionality. 

5. As to claim 2, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach the method as recited in 
claim 1 , wherein editing the checksuite further comprises: 

adding one or more new individual checks to the checksuite (page 6, paragraph 
72; Moulden discloses that the method of adding or specifying the context for suites and 
test group); and 

applying the edited checksuite to the one or more previously selected machines 
(page 6, paragraph 68; Moulden discloses that the method of activates the test suite 
once the user complete the process). 

6. As to claim 3, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach the method as recited in 
claim 2, further comprising: 

selecting one or more additional machines to receive the edited checksuite (page 
6, paragraph 69; Moulden discloses that the method of selecting the desire test suite); 
and 
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applying the edited checksuite to the newly selected machines (page 7, 
paragraph 77; Moulden discloses that the method of run the test suite for the selected 
machine). 

7. As to claim 4, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach the method as recited in 
claim 2, further comprising: 

de-selecting at least one of the one or more machines previously selected (page 
6, paragraph 72; Moulden discloses that the method of deleting and modifying the 
selected test suite); and 

removing the edited checksuite from the deselected machines (page 5, 
paragraph 66; Moulden discloses that the method of removing the selected test suite 
form the machine). 

8. As to claim 7, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach the method as recited in 
claim 1 , wherein editing the checksuite further comprises: 

deleting one or more individual checks from the checksuite (page 5, paragraph 
63; Moulden discloses that the method of deleting the selected test case from the test 
suite); and 

applying the edited checksuite to the one or more previously selected machines 
(page 9, paragraph 95; Moulden discloses that the method of run the test suite for the 
selected machine). 

9. As to claim 12, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach the method as recited in 
claim 1, wherein editing the checksuite further comprises: 
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modifying one or more individual checks within the checksuite (page 9, 
paragraph 98; Moulden discloses that the method of modifying the test case within the 
test suite or test group); and 

applying the edited checksuite to the one or more previously selected machines 
(page 7, paragraph 77; Moulden discloses that the method of activate the test suite from 
the selected machine). 

10. As to claim 34, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach the method as recited in 
claim 33, wherein saving the changes made to the selected checksuite (page 6, 
paragraph 68; Moulden discloses that the method of saving the changes for the test 
suite). 

But Moulden and Jorapur failed to teach the claim limitation wherein receiving 
changes made to the selected checksuite; receiving a request to save the changes 
made to the selected checksuite. 

However, Caswell teaches the limitation wherein receiving changes made to the 
selected checksuite (figure 4-5); receiving a request to save the changes made to the 
selected checksuite (col 8, lines 55-68). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combination of Moulden and Jorapur in view of Caswell so that 
the system would be able to response to the request from the client. One would be 
motivated to do so to issue the request and confirm the response for the particular 
requests. 
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11. As to claim 35, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach the method as recited in 
claim 33, wherein editing the checksuite further comprises: 

adding the new individual checks to the selected checksuite (page 6, paragraph 
72; Moulden discloses that the method of adding or specifying the context for suites and 
test group); 

saving the selected checksuite as modified (page 6, paragraph 68; Moulden 
discloses that the method of saving the changes for the test suite); and 

applying the modified checksuite to the one or more previously selected 
machines (page 6, paragraph 68; Moulden discloses that the method of activates the 
test suite once the user complete the process). 

But Moulden and Jorapur failed to teach the claim limitation wherein receiving 
new individual checks. 

However, Caswell teaches the limitation wherein receiving new individual checks 
(col 7, lines 21-30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combination of Moulden and Jorapur in view of Caswell so that 
the system would be able to response to the request from the client. One would be 
motivated to do so to issue the request and confirm the response for the particular 
requests. 

12. As to claim 36, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach the method as recited in 
claim 33, wherein editing the checksuite further comprises: 
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selecting the requested one or more individual checks (figure 9; figure 15-16; 
figure 29; page 3, paragraph 47; Moulden discloses that the method of selecting 
existing test project or creating a test project); 

deleting the selected one or more individual checks (page 5, paragraph 63; 
Moulden discloses that the method of deleting the selected test case from the test 
suite); 

saving the modified checksuite (page 6, paragraph 68; Moulden discloses that 
the method of saving the changes for the test suite); and 

applying the modified checksuite to the one or more machines previously 
selected (page 6, paragraph 68; Moulden discloses that the method of activates the test 
suite once the user complete the process). 

But Moulden and Jorapur failed to teach the claim limitation wherein receiving a 
request to select one or more of the individual checks; receiving a request the delete the 
selected one or more individual checks; receiving a request to save the checksuite as 
modified. 

However, Caswell teaches the limitation wherein receiving a request to select 
one or more of the individual checks (figure 4-5); receiving a request the delete the 
selected one or more individual checks (figure 12); receiving a request to save the 
checksuite as modified (col 9, lines 40-68). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combination of Moulden and Jorapur in view of Caswell so that 
the system would be able to response to the request from the client. One would be 
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motivated to do so to issue the request and confirm the response for the particular 
requests. 

13. As to claim 37, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach the method as recited in 
claim 33, wherein editing the checksuite further comprises: 

selecting the one or more requested individual checks (figure 9; figure 15-16; 
figure 29; page 3, paragraph 47; Moulden discloses that the method of selecting 
existing test project or creating a test project); 

saving the one or more modified individual checks (page 6, paragraph 68; 
Moulden discloses that the method of saving the changes for the test suite). 

But Moulden and Jorapur failed to teach the claim limitation wherein receiving a 
request to select one or more individual checks within the checksuite; receiving a 
modification of at least one parameter of the one or more selected individual checks; 
receiving a request to save the one or more individual checks as modified. 

However, Caswell teaches the limitation wherein receiving a request to select 
one or more individual checks within the checksuite (figure 4-5); receiving a modification 
of at least one parameter of the one or more selected individual checks (figure 12); 
receiving a request to save the one or more individual checks as modified (col 9, lines 
40-68). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combination of Moulden and Jorapur in view of Caswell so that 
the system would be able to response to the request from the client. One would be 
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motivated to do so to issue the request and confirm the response for the particular 
requests. 

14. As to claim 38, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach the method as recited in 
claim 37, wherein applying the checksuite containing the one or more modified 
individual checks to the one or more previously selected machines (page 6, paragraph 
68; Moulden discloses that the method of activates the test suite once the user 
complete the process). 

But Moulden and Jorapur failed to teach the claim limitation wherein receiving a 
request to apply the checksuite containing the one or more modified individual checks to 
the one or more previously selected machines. 

However, Caswell teaches the limitation wherein receiving a request to apply the 
checksuite containing the one or more modified individual checks to the one or more 
previously selected machines (col 8, lines 55-68). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combination of Moulden and Jorapur in view of Caswell so that 
the system would be able to process corresponding requests for the test script. One 
would be motivated to monitoring server processes in a client-server system. 

15. As to claim 58, Moulden, Caswell and Jorapur teach an apparatus as recited in 
claim 57, wherein the instructions cause the processor to edit the checksuite by 
performing at least one of adding one or more new individual checks to the checksuite, 
deleting one or more individual checks from the checksuite, or modifying one or more 



Application/Control Number: 10/600,472 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2455 

individual checks within the checksuite (page 6, paragraph 72; Moulden discloses that 
the apparatus of adding or specifying the context for suites and test group). 

16. Claims 17, 33 & 57 disclose a method, machine-readable and apparatus claims 
and do not teach or define any new limitations above claim 1 and therefore are rejected 
for similar reasons. 

17. Claims 8-9; 13-14; 19-20; 24-25; 29-30; 61-60 disclose a method, machine- 
readable medium and apparatus claims and do not teach or define any new limitations 
above claims 3-4 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

18. Claims 18, 59 disclose a method and apparatus claims and do not teach or 
define any new limitations above claim 2 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

19. Claim 23 disclose a machine-readable claim and do not teach or define any new 
limitations above claim 7 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

20. Claim 28 disclose a machine-readable claim and do not teach or define any new 
limitations above claim 12 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 17, 33 & 57 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thuong (Tina) T. Nguyen whose telephone number is 
571-272-3864, and the fax number is 571-273-3864. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 9:00AM-6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached on 571-272-4006. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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